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NOMINATING COMMITTEE NEEDS NAMES
Lois Wagner, Chairman, reports that the Nominating 
Committee is in the process of seeking LWV members who 
have the interest and the time to serve on the state Board. 
Particular expertise is not a requirement, as there is plenty of 
on-the-job training.
The members of the committee are Emily Farley, 
Portland, Kathy Weibel, Bath, Diane Whitaker, Brewer, and 
Marguerite Bernstein, Mount Desert. Call one of them, or 
send your suggestion to Lois Wagner, 26 Mountain Avenue, 
Lewiston, 04240.
CLEAN AIR ACT UPDATE
After months of effort by Leaguers in Maine and across 
the country, I am sorry to have to report that pending 
revisions to the Clean Air Act were killed in the closing 
moments of the 94th Congress by the auto companies, power 
companies, and the White House. The final version of the 
Amendments as hammered out by a House-Senate 
C on feren ce  C om m ittee included the sign ifican t 
deterioration provisions for which we fought so hard. Also 
included were modest delays in the achievement of the auto 
emission standards. The auto companies were aided in 
killing the bill by Senators Jake Garn (R-Utah) and Frank 
Moss (D-Utah) who staged a filibuster against Senator 
Muskie, the floor leader of the Amendments. Opponents 
favored an even longer delay for the auto standards (until 
1982) and weakening the significant deterioration sections.
We have some reason to be glad, however, because 
Maine’s Congressional delegation voted correctly on several 
crucial floor votes. In the Senate, Senators Muskie and 
Hathaway supported the Committee version down the line 
and voted against the weakening amendments on both auto 
emissions and significant deterioration. Congressmen Cohen 
and Emery also voted against the weakening amendments in 
both cases. Letters to the entire delegation praising them for 
these votes should be in order for all of you who were so 
tireless in responding to our action alerts over the past few 
months.
Action in the early days of the 95th Congress is expected. 
The present version of the Clean Air Act of 1970 remains in 
effect. This means that present EPA regulations concerning 
significant deterioration should be implemented. These 
regulations would have been improved by the Amendments, 
but the present program should be supported; and you are 
urged to watch carefully the Maine DEP’s implementation of 
this program. In addition, present law calls for tougher auto 
standards in 1978. Detroit’s reaction has been one of 
defiance; GM has announced that they will not comply with 
the law. You should urge the delegation not to cave in to this 
blackmail of the U.S. Congress and to support legislation 
next year similar to the defeated amendments.
B. Alexander
STATE PROGRAM IS ALL YOURS
Every two years at the state convention of the LWV, 
delegates from local Leagues must choose what program 
items the LWV of Maine should study and/or take action on. 
The initial and probably most important step in program­
ming is planning. The democratic selection of study items by 
League members is the most unique feature of League 
procedure.
You, the individual member, start the process by sharing 
your ideas with other members of your League in a program 
planning session. After your Board reviews the suggestions, 
they are sent to the state Board; and in March, that Board has 
to look over any new ideas as well as the status of current 
state program items. A decision is made to recommend 
certain items for adoption at Convention.
This proposed program appears in the April Voter so 
that you can consider it. Local Boards, in response to 
member wishes, may suggest changes up to three weeks 
before Convention. Such suggestions will be considered by 
state Board, may be incorporated into the program prior to 
Convention, may be considered by a majority vote of the 
Convention on the first day, and may be voted for adoption 
on the second day. If a new study item wells up out of the 
League, and if it has enough support, it has a good chance of 
adoption. That is exactly what happened in 1975 when 
County Government was introduced.
The League IS run by its members . . .
IRUOSSIM
What? Poor, backwards Missouri of course. They still 
haven’t passed the Equal Rights Amendment!
Let’s help turn Iruossim around.
They need money for newsletters, pamphlets, 
lobbying, telephones, if they are to get the Amendment 
passed. At State Council, the LWV of Maine agreed to 
help our sister state. Send whatever contribution you can 
to: Emily Farley, 112 Parsons Road, Portland 04103, 
marked for helping Missouri. She will send it on.
that’s M ISSO U R I
LWV BOARD REQUESTS VOTE ON ACTION PRIORITIES
When the 108th Legislature convenes next January, what issues should the League of Women Voters of Maine 
take action on? As our Action Chairman has limited help in lobbying, she needs to know which ones you think are 
most important. On the list below, check your first and second priorities; then tear it off and mail it to:
Becky Sarna, 64 Second St., Hallowell, 04347
_____  TAXES
(Concurrence due Jan. 31)
_____ COUNTY GOVERNMENT






(Reduce size of House)
HUMAN RESOURCES
_  Role of Women;_____ AFDC;
_  Day Care 
VOTING RIGHTS
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STATUS OF CURRENT STATE PROGRAM LINE-BUDGETING: LOCAL CONTROL?
1. Action to achieve reform of Maine’s Legislature and aboli­
tion of executive council with continuing evaluation of 
structures and functions of state government.
2. A state task force study of specific options for tax reform 
and measures to distribute the tax burden more equitably, 
leading to discussion, concurrence, and action.
A Possibility for all School Systems
(We have asked Jane Amero, LWV state Board member and Cape 
Elizabeth School Board member, to explain the recently enacted legislation 
on line budgeting for school systems. When your town begins discussion 
about adopting line budgeting, this information will help your decision 
making.)
3. Support for the development of a comprehensive land use 
plan for Maine with emphasis on evaluation of authorities 
and jurisdictions of state, regional, and local agencies of 
land use management.
4. Action to promote wise use and prevent degradation of 
water and air resources in Maine.
5. Comprehensive study o f the structure and functions of 
county government and possible alternatives in Maine.
6. A task force on the Right-to-Know law: to educate 
members and the public on present laws; to evaluate those 
laws and propose legislative amendments as necessary.
How many of these do you think should be retained? 
What changes should we be making in them? Certainly we 
can take “abolition of the executive council” out of the State 
Government item. Maybe, by next May, there will have been 
Tax Reform  and the League will have been able to testify 
based on our January Concurrence. Land Use, “Planning,” is 
nowhere near completion; although the League’s Land Use 
booklet is out, we have not yet evaluated agencies and 
authorities. Lobbying and action for clean air and water will 
need to be continued. In regard to County Government, we 
will need to watch what the 108th Legislature may try to do 
and see how it matches whatever consensus LWV members 
reach. As for the Right-to-know-Law, changes were made; 
however many communities and governmental agencies are 
not observing it.
How about some state emphasis on National Program 
concerns? In regard to Voting Rights, do our election laws 
need review and change . . . registration procedures, 
nom ination  p roced u res and challenges, role  o f 
Independents? What focus of the Human Resources item is 
needed in Maine . . . housing, day care, Title IX, AFDC?
Here is a new program possibility: participation in a 
state-wide study of the policies and practices of the criminal 
justice system. This is being set up by the Maine Criminal 
Justice Planning and Assistance Agency and will include all 
phases: Police, Courts, Corrections, and Youth 
Development. After the study, they will set standards and 
goals with the hope of effecting changes. The League could 
cooperate through a task force, or concurrence.
What other new possibilities occur to you? Remember, 
State program is all YOURS!
KEEP THESE CRITERIA AT HAND
— Is the proposed program item an issue that can be solved 
by state government?
— Does it come within the principles of the LWV?
— Is it timely? (Will the League have time to study it 
properly and come to consensus before the issue is 
resolved?)
— Will it give League members valuable experience in 
citizen action?
— Is the interest in the item wide-spread in your League?
— Is any other group or coalition of groups working on this 
problem? Is the League needed?
— In the light of program commitments, does the League 
have sufficient personnel, experience, and funds to carry out 
the proposal?
— What are the prospects for funding anticipated 
educational activities and/or an action campaign?
Responding to public demands for more local control of 
education, the 107th Legislature enacted a law enabling 
voters to require that school budgets be adopted by a line 
budgeting procedure. This is permissive legislation and does 
not compel a community to change to line budgeting.
Presently, elected School Boards (Committees or 
Directors as the case may be) are responsible for developing 
the total school budget. The community’s legislative body 
(Council, Selectmen, Town Meeting) then sets a gross 
appropriation; and if the amount is less than that requested, 
the School Board decides where to make the cuts.
This approach has the advantage of giving the School 
Board maximum flexibility and control over school 
expenditures and school policy. Strict line budgeting, 
whereby the local legislative body would make 
appropriations for each line of the school budget does not 
allow for flexibility and would shift budgetary responsibility 
from the School Board to the Council (or Selectmen).
The principal disadvantage of the present school 
budgeting procedure is that the Council (Selectmen) or 
voters of the district are unable to affect program priorities 
directly, or change any particular line item of the budget. 
Feeling frustrated by the enactment of several state laws 
affecting education and educational financing, many people 
believe they no longer have the ability to exercise any 
meaningful influence over their schools.
The new legislation requires that the School Board 
decide upon the budget in all school administrative units 
unless the voters formally decide upon a change to line 
budgeting. Any change shall be voted upon at least 90 days 
prior to the budget year for which such change is to be 
effective.
There are varying procedures, determined by the type 
of school district in which you live, of having the decision on 
a budget format brought to a vote.
1. In a School Administrative District:
a. By majority vote of the Directors; or
b. By written petition signed by a number of District 
voters equal to at least 10% of the votes cast in the last 
gubernatorial election in each municipality of the 
district.
2. In a Community School District:
a. By majority vote of the School Committee or Board of 
Trustees; or
b. By written petition signed by a number of district 
voters equal to at least 10% of the votes cast in the last 
gubernatorial election in each municipality.
3. In a city or town where final adoption of the school
budget rests with the council by amendment to the
Charter.
4. In a town where the town meeting approves the school
budget:
a. By vote on a town meeting article inserted in the 
Warrant by the Selectmen; or
b. By vote on a town meeting article inserted in the 
warrant by a petition of a number o f voters equal to at 
least 10% of the number of votes cast in the last 
gubernatorial election.
The vote changing the budget format must spell out in 
detail the various lines of the budget and the new format 
must be voted on by at least 20% of the registered voters.
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